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Scientific achievements in the light of Polish law regulations

Scientific achievements – the various outputs and activities created or executed by scholars
and investigators in the course of their academic and/or research efforts.

Polish regulations:
• Act of 14 March 2003 on the Academic Degrees and Title and Degrees and Title in the Arts, "Journal of Laws of the

Republic of Poland” 2003, no. 65, item 595;
• Regulation of the Minister of Science and Higher Education of 17 October 2007 on the criteria and procedure for granting

and settling funds for statutory activities, "Journal of Laws of the Republic of Poland” 2007, no. 205, item 1489;
• Act of 20 July 2018, The Law on Higher Education and Science, "Journal of Laws of the Republic of Poland” 2018, item

1668;
• Regulation of the Minister of Science and Higher Education of 22 February 2019 on the evaluation of the quality of

scientific activities, "Journal of Laws of the Republic of Poland” 2019, item 392;
• Act of 13 January 2023 to amendment of the act The Law on Higher Education and Science, "Journal of Laws of the

Republic of Poland” 2019, item 212.
+
• Institutional criteria for evaluating scientific achievements and promotion procedures.

• "scientific or artistic achievements";
• "original construction, design or artistic achievements";
• "serious teaching achievements";
• "excellent scientific achievements";
• "work of art of considerable importance";
• "unique achievements";
• "outstanding achievements".



"By scientific achievements it is meant:
1) scientific articles published in scientific journals and in peer-reviewed materials from

international scientific conferences, included in the list of such journals and materials
prepared in accordance with the regulations issued by the Minister of Science and Higher
Education,

2) scientific articles published in scientific journals not included in the list of journals,
3) scientific monographs issued by publishers included in the list of such publishers prepared in

accordance with the regulations issued by the Minister of Science and Higher Education,
scientific editing of such monographs and chapters in such monographs,

4) scientific monographs issued by publishers not included in the list of publishers, scientific
editing of such monographs and authorship of chapters in such monographs,

5) granted patents for inventions, protection rights for utility models".

Scientific achievements in evaluation process

Regulation of the Minister of Science and Higher Education of 22 
February 2019 on the evaluation of the quality of scientific activities, 
"Journal of Laws of the Republic of Poland” 2019, item 392



The title of professor may be awarded to a person who:
1) holds outstanding scientific achievements at home or abroad,
2) participated in the works of research teams implementing projects financed through national or foreign competitions, or completed
scientific internships in scientific institutions, including foreign ones, or conducted research or development works in higher education
institutions or scientific institutions, including foreign ones".

Scientific achievements in promotion procedures

Act of 20 July 2018, The Law on Higher Education and Science, "Journal of Laws of the Republic of 
Poland” 2018, item 1668

"A degree of doktor shall be awarded to an individual who has at least:
a) 1 scientific article published in a scientific journal or in conference proceedings which, in the year of publication of the article in its final 
form, were included in a list of Minister of Science and Higher Education, or
b) 1 scientific monograph issued by a publishing house which, in the year of publication of the monograph in its final form, was included on a 
list of Minister of Science and Higher Education, or a chapter in such a monograph, or
c) a work of art of considerable importance.

A degree of doktor habilitowany shall be awarded to an individual who:
1) possesses scientific or artistic achievements that constitute a significant contribution to the development of a particular discipline, including 
at least:

a) 1 scientific monograph issued by a publishing house which, in the year of publication of the monograph in its final form, was 
included on a list of Minister of of Science and Higher Education or

b) 1 series of thematically related scientific articles published in scientific journals or reviewed materials from international 
conferences, which, in the year of publication of the article in its final form, were included in a list of Minister of Science and Higher 
Education, or

c) 1 design, construction, technological or artistic unique achievement accomplished;
2) shows significant scientific or artistic activity carried out in more than one higher education institution, academic or cultural institution, in 
particular foreign one.



Scientific achievements in institutional criteria

Evaluation criteria for research and teaching employees (scientific dimension) in 
the field of communication and media studies at the Nicolaus Copernicus 
University



Bibliometric – a set of mathematical and statistical methods used to analyze and measure the quantity and
quality of books, articles, and other forms of publications, especially in scientific contents.

There are three types of bibliometric indicators: quantity indicators, which measure the productivity of a
particular researcher; quality indicators, which measure the quality (or "performance") of a researcher's
output; and structural indicators, which measure connections between publications, authors, and areas of
research.

impact factor

Bibliometric indicators

h-indeximmediacy index

Main bibliometric data sources are Scopus and Web of Science databases. 

number of citationsnumber of points

number of publications

SCImago Journal Rank i Source-Normalized Impact per Paper 

Publish or Perish



They are support for the librarians in purchase of periodicals.

Advantages of bibliometric indicators

They are a quantitative way of measuring your research impact, so are seen as objective.

The procedure is transparent and results can be reproduced using the same method.

They are inexpensive to produce and use.

They take relatively little time to produce and use.

They are scalable. You can look at bibliometrics on an individual, institutional, national or 
international level.

They are support for the universities deans in making personnel decisions.



Disadvantages of bibliometric indicators

Metrics distinguish between what is cited and what is not cited, not what is necessarily of
good quality.

It is perfectly possible for articles to be cited a lot but for negative reasons.

Metrics can be gamed i.e. exploited by researchers and journals to artificially boost their 
bibliometric scores.

Bibliometrics skew research by encouraging people to write papers they think will be cited more, 
not what is valuable in research terms.

Variations between areas of study need taking into account as publication frequency and citation 
cultures differ.

Some indicators are used for purposes other than those intended.

They have little use in the humanities and social sciences.



Altmetrics – an alternative to bibliometrics?



What is altmetric?

• broader perspective – non-traditional bibliometrics proposed as an
alternative or complement to more traditional citation impact metrics,
they can be applied to people, journals, books, data sets, presentations,
videos, source code repositories, web pages, etc.

• narrower perspective – article-level metrics (ALM) – citation metrics
which measure the usage and impact of individual scholarly articles.

altmetrics = alternative metrics



Reasons for interest on altmetrics

• The volume of academic literature explodes;

• In growing numbers, scholars are moving their everyday work to the web;

• Citation counting measures are useful, but not sufficient;

• Traditional metrics are narrow; they neglect impact outside the academy,

and also ignore the context and reasons for citation.

• 2010 r. article Altmetrics: a manifesto (Jason Priem, Dario Taraborelli,

Paul Groth i Cameron Neylon):

• Altmetrics expand our view of what impact looks like, but also of

what’s making the impact. This matters because expressions of

scholarship are becoming more diverse;

• Altmetrics are themselves diverse, they’re great for measuring

impact in diverse scholarly ecosystem;

• Altmetrics are fast, using public APIs to gather data in days or

weeks. They’re open–not just the data, but the scripts and

algorithms that collect and interpret it.;

• Altmetrics look beyond counting and emphasize semantic content

like usernames, timestamps, and tags;

• Altmetrics aren’t citations, nor are they webometrics; although

these latter approaches are related to altmetrics, they are

relatively slow, unstructured, and closed.

Priem J., Taraborelli D., Groth P., Neylon C., 
Altmetrics: A manifesto, 26 October 2010. 
http://altmetrics.org/manifesto

http://altmetrics.org/manifesto
http://altmetrics.org/manifesto


Altmetrics in the light of Web of Science resources

„altmetrics OR «article level metrics» OR ALM” AND 2010-2022  10,941 publications

Research areas



Altmetrics in the light of Web of Science resources

Date of publication



Altmetrics in the light of Web of Science resources

Types of publications



Altmetrics in the light of Scopus resources

„altmetrics OR «article level metrics» OR ALM” AND 2010-2022  3,862 publications

Research areas



Altmetrics in the light of Scopus resources

Date of publication



Altmetrics in the light of Scopus resources

Types of publications



Altmetrics in area of library and information science

Web of Science (735 publications) – Sources of publications



Web of Science (735 publications) – Affiliations of authors

Altmetrics in area of library and information science



Web of Science (735 publications) – Most popular authors

Altmetrics in area of library and information science



Scopus (268 publications) – Sources of publications

Altmetrics in area of library and information science



Scopus (268 publications) – Affiliations of authors 

Altmetrics in area of library and information science



Scopus (268 publications) – Most popular authors

Altmetrics in area of library and information science



244 articles – 4 subject areas 

25%

36%

34%

5%

obszar 1: zagadnienia  wprowadzające w problematykę nowego rodzaju metryk

obszar 2: badaniach istnienia korelacji między altmetrykami a indykatorami tradycyjnymi

obszar 3: opisy funkcjonalności i użyteczności źródeł wskaźników oraz narzędzi je agregujących

obszar 4: normalizacja altmetryk

Articles about altmetric in „Scientometrics”

area 1: general issues introducing a new type of metrics

area 2: research on the existence of correlations between altmetrics and traditional indicators

area 3: functionality and usability of applications, services, platforms aggregating altmetrics

area 4: normalization of altmetrics



Altmetrics in the light of Google resources



Types of altmetrics

Source Types of altmetrics

Blogs mentions
CiteULike bookmarks

EBSCO

citations
exports/saves

views
downloads
supporting data views

full text views

HTML views

PDF views

abstracts views
F1000 reviews

Facebook
comments
likes
shares

Figshare
views
downloads
recommendations

GitHub

watchers
downloads
collaborators
followers

forking



Types of altmetrics
Source Types of altmetrics

Goodreads
reviews
ratings
readers

Mendeley readers

PLoS

full text views
HTML views
PDF views
abstracts views

SlideShare

comments
views
downloads
bookmarks

ResearchGate

citations
h-index 
reads
research items
networking
projects: total followers, total reads
profile views
followers
followers, following
RG score

Twitter

tweets
shares
comments
likes
profile views
engagement (click tracking)



Altmetrics tools



Altmetrics tools: Altmetric Explorer

• Tool created by Digital Science (integrated with Clarivate, Wiley,
Smithsonian products);

• Altmetric Explorer allows users to search the Altmetric database;
• The number inside the colored circle (also called badge or donut) is

the Altmetric Attention Score for the output being viewed;
• The score is derived from an automated algorithm, and represents a

weighted count of the amount of attention;
• The Altmetric Attention Score always has to be a whole number. This

means that mentions that contribute less than 1 to the score sometimes
get rounded up to one;

• It monitors the following sources for mentions of research outputs: online
reference managers (Mendeley), Wikipedia, citations indexes (Web of
Science), social media (Twitter, Facebook), social bookmarking services
(CiteULike), post-publication peer-review platforms (Publons), blogs,
multimedia platforms (YouTube) community forums (Reddit) and other
platforms (F1000, FigShare);

• The Research Outputs Tab displays the list of research outputs that are
contained within a given search query;

• Mentions can be filtered by attention source type (e.g., tweets, news,
likes, comments, shares, reviews etc.), mention outlet or author name,
country, and mention time;

• Altmetric Explorer takes a "snapshot" of the entire database every day at
midnight (UTC);

• Institutional subscription required to access all tools and services (e.g.
creating an individual researcher profile);

• Free altmetric bookmarklet available to view the altmetrics for any journal
article published with a DOI.

Default weightings
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https://www.altmetric.com/products/free-tools/bookmarklet/

1
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3

https://www.altmetric.com/products/free-tools/bookmarklet/
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Altmetrics tools: PlumX

• Tool created by Plum Analytics (In 2014, Plum Analytics became a part of EBSCO Information Services. In 2017,
Plum Analytics joined Elsevier);

• Metrics provide insights into the ways people interact with individual pieces of research output (articles,
conference proceedings, book chapters, and many more) in the online environment;

• PlumX tracks over 67 research artifact such as articles, presentations, patents, book chapters, datasets, videos
musical scores, thesis and dissertations from over a 50 different sources;

• It monitors the following sources for mentions of research outputs: online reference managers (Mendeley),
Wikipedia, citations indexes (Scopus, PubMed,SciELO, Crossref), social media (Twitter, Facebook), social
bookmarking services (CiteULike), peer-review platforms (Amazon, Goodreads), blogs, multimedia platforms
(YouTube, Vimeo) community forums (Reddit) and other platforms (F1000, FigShare);

• It collects following metrics: citation indexes, patent citations, clinical citations, policy citations, clicks, downloads,
views, library holdings, video plays, bookmarks, code forks, favorites, readers, watchers, blog posts, comments,
reviews, Wikipedia references, news media, shares, likes, comments, tweets;

• PlumX tracks many identifiers: DOI, ORCID ID, ISBN, URL, OCLC ID, Repository Handel URI, SlideShare ID,
Scopus Author ID etc.;

• PlumX categorizes metrics into 5 separate categories: Citations, Usage, Captures, Mentions, and Social Media;
• Circles dynamically change size based on metrics in each category;
• Its metrics are incorporated into Elsevier's existing products, including Mendeley, Scopus, Pure Portal,

ScienceDirect, SSRN;
• Currently PlumX indexes 9,5 billion interactions for over72+ million artifacts;
• PlumX refreshes the entire index every 3-4 hours to have the most up to date metrics from all of sources.
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• Free and open service built by non-profit organizations ImpactStory and OurResearch
with PKP’s support;

• It takes the complex data collected by Crossref Event Data and calculates metrics for
every article that has a digital object identifier (DOI) registered with Crossref;

• Its development was conducted as part of the CO.SHS project and has been supported
by the Canada Foundation for Innovation (Cyberinfrastructure Initiative – Challenge 1 –
First competition);

• Crossref’s Event Data service provides publishers, editors, bibliometricians, research
scientists, and third-party service providers with a stream of information detailing tens of
millions of raw “interactions” between registered DOIs and online resources — some 65
million to date;

• Unlike traditional altmetrics providers, paperbuzz don’t do any sort of aggregation.
Instead, the organization provides “an ongoing stream” of subject-relation-object
“triples”, each of which describes an “interaction”;

• The service captures interactions from a dozen sources, including Twitter, Wikipedia,
Reddit, StackExchange, DataCite, and the Cambia Lens patent database.

Altmetrics tools: Paperbuzz



D. E. Acuna, S. Allesina, K. P. Kording, Predicting scientific success, 
„Nature” 2012,  iss. 489, pp. 201-202; DOI: 10.1038/489201a

1

2

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/489201a


Altmetrics tools: Impactstory

• Impactstory is a not-for-profit, web-based service that creates a researcher profile and can be used to
track the impact of articles, datasets, posters, slide decks, software products and webpages.

• The site offers a 30-day free trial and, after that, makes a charge for continued use.
• The Impactstory software is open source.
• Its development is funded by the National Science Foundation and the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation;
• It can be used by researchers who want to know more about the engagement with their research

beyond citation impact, such as how many times their work has been downloaded and shared, and
also by research funders who are interested in the impact of research beyond only considering
citations to journal articles;

• Researchers can create an Impactstory profile and upload publications to the site by importing
citations and more from Google Scholar, ORCID, Figshare, GitHub, Slideshare and other sources or
entering a PMID, digital object identifier (DOI) or URL;

• Impactstory tracks citations, saves, views, and discussions from sources such as Scopus, Mendeley,
PLOS, Twitter and Figshare;

• As well as viewing altmetrics, researchers can also see a geographical distribution of the impact of
their research;

• It is free to create an Impactstory account, but it does first require a Twitter account to register.
• It can be also integrated with ORCID, which allows o easily see all the online engagement with all

research in one spot.



2 31 4







Normalization attempts of altmetrics

Outputs of the NISO Alternative Assessment Metrics Project. A Recommended Practice of the National Information Standards Organization

(2016):

1. Transparency:

• how data are generated, collected, and curated (T1);

• how data are aggregated, and derived data generated (T2);

• when and how often data are updated (T3);

• how data can be accessed (T4);

• how data quality is monitored (T5).

2. Replicability:

• the provided data is generated using the same methods over time (R1);

• changes in methods and their effects are documented (R2);

• changes in the data following corrections of errors are documented (R3);

• data provided to different users at the same time is identical or, if not, differences in access provided to different user groups are

documented (R4);

• information is provided on whether and how data can be independently verified (R5).

3. Accuracy:

• the data represents what it purports to reflect (A1);

• known errors are identified and corrected (A2);

• any limitations of the provided data are communicated (A3).



Example of data aggregator’s report



Example of data aggregator's report



Case study no. 1: Altmetrics in assessment of individual 
achievements

Nicolaus Copernicus 
University

Research Portal



Case study no. 1

Web of Science
Scopus 



Case study no. 1

Google Scholar



Case study no. 1

ResearchGate



Case study no. 2: Altmetrics in assessment of scientific 
discipline (communication and media studies)

Kowalska-Chrzanowska, Małgorzata; Krysiński, Przemysław (2020). Role of Social Networking Services for Scientists in
Promoting Scientific Output on Example of Polish Representatives of Social Communication and Media Sciences.Global
Knowledge, Memory and Communication, Vol. 69, Iss. 8/9, pp. 717–736.

Polish Science database: Scientists



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Presence of representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in the analyzed databases

Case study no. 2
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Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Number of publications authored by the Polish representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in
2017–2019, identified in the analyzed databases

Databases

Number of scientist's 
profiles confirmed for 
publications in 2017–

2019

Number of 
publications in 
the period of 

2017-2019 
identified in the 

database

Number of publications in the period of 
2017–2019 identified in the database, with 
credit for scientific degrees and titles of 

the authors

professor Ph. D., habil Ph. D.
Polish Science 
database: Scientists 5 56 15 22 29

Bibliographies of 
scientific 
achievement 
providing by
universities

29 167 29 103 93

Polish Scientific 
Bibliography 
(reporting module)

42 289 66 101 122

Polish Scientific
Bibliography 
(repository module) 

26 445 127 209 109

POL-Index 33 115 6 57 52
Web of Science 19 45 1 26 18
Scopus 23 54 4 36 14

Case study no. 2



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.1.2019, Kraków

Types of publications authored by the Polish representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in 2017–
2019, identified in the analyzed databases

Databases
Types of publications

Totalpapers in 
periodicals

chapters in 
collective works

monographs and 
collective works

Polish Science 
database: 
Scientists

47 7 2 56

Bibliographies of 
scientific 
achievement 
providing by
universities

51 78 38 167

Polish Scientific 
Bibliography 
(reporting module)

109 157 23 289

Polish Scientific 
Bibliography 
(repository 
module)

169 197 79 445

POL-Index 115 0 0 115
Web of Science 37 8 0 45
Scopus 51 2 1 54

Case study no. 2



Case study no. 2



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Presence of representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in the analyzed social networking services
for scientists

Case study no. 2



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Number of publications authored by the Polish representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in
2017–2019, identified in the analyzed social networking services for scientists

Case study no. 2

Service

Total 
number of 
scientist's 

profiles 
identified 

in the 
services

Number of 
scientist's 

profiles 
confirmed 

for 
publications 
in 2017–2019

Number of 
publications 
in the period 
of 2017-2019 
identified in 
the services

Number of publications in the period of 2017–2019 identified 
in the services, with credit for scientific degrees and titles of 

the authors

professor Ph.D., habil. Ph.D.

Google
Scholar 35 24 173 41 46 86

ResearchGate 37 29 177 14 95 68

Academia.edu 41 12 79 5 11 63



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Types of publications authored by the Polish representatives of the communication and media studies (n=100) in 2017–
2019, identified in the analyzed social networking services for scientists

Case study 2
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Types of publication

Total
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Google Scholar 114 18 16 0 0 0 0 0 1 24 173

ResearchGate 109 26 20 16 0 0 0 5 1 0 177

Academia.edu 52 4 13 0 6 1 3 0 0 0 79



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków Case study no. 2 (related research from 2022)
Kisilowska-Szurmińska, Małgorzata; 
Świgoń, Marzena; Głowacka, Ewa 
(2022). The use of Academia.edu, 
ResearchGate, Google Scholar, 
Scopus, and Publons among the 
Polish researchers of social
communication and media sciences, 
Przegląd Biblioteczny, nr 2, s. 137–
169



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków Case study no. 3: Altmetrics in assessment of selected 
research area

„university library” OR „academic library”



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków

Case study no. 3

Articles Citations Mendeley EBSCO-
Saves

EBSCO-
Views Twitter Facebook Blogs

1 14 111 0 0 5 2 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 8 16 0 0 0 1 1

4 0 7 0 0 0 0 0

5 13 113 42 438 3 0 0

6 42 184 2 70 4 0 0

7 5 21 0 2 0 0

8 0 11 22 399 0 0 0

TOTAL 82 463 64 837 12 3 1



Wiedza - Komunikacja - Działanie. Komunikowanie interdyscyplinarne

17-18.10.2019, Kraków Case study no. 3

Pearson correlation coefficient

Citations vs Mendeley 0,925015
Citations vs EBSCO Views -0,03609
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Advantages of altmetrics

They allow measurement of early reaction to papers because social media, for example, can provide 
feedback on research in less time than citations in journal articles.

They may determine future citations.

Comments and conversations about research gleaned via the social web may facilitate connections 
with potential collaborators at a global level, both within the academy and beyond.

They help provide a fuller picture of the use of research than citation counts alone.

They can demonstrate broader impact because they allow to show how people from outside of 
academia have interested on science.

As an indicator of engagement and potential reach of research, qualitative altmetric data may 
supplement and affirm actual impacts and applications of research by the target audience or 
stakeholders.

Altmetric data captures a range of interactions such as comments, posts, tweets about research 
activities via the social web and mainstream media, as well as article level metrics very quickly. In this 
way they help to see the extent to which research is being shared and discussed by others.



Disadvantages of altmetrics

Altmetrics can be abused by individuals who want to artificially increase their altmetric scores.

To date there is no normalization of altmetrics and guidelines for their aggregating.

Altmetrics are fast, but temporary. 

Some articles get mentioned on social media because they relate to popular topics, not because
they are examples of good research.

Altmetrics data is used inconsistently across academic disciplines.

Altmetrics look at how many times research is used or mentioned but not at the context. As a result, a 
simple altmetric count cannot be used to demonstrate the value of research alone.

To date there is no consensus regarding the use of altmetrics to support faculty tenure applications,
grant applications and overall scholarly research impact



Conclusions



Literature

• Adie, Euan (2014). Taking the alternative mainstream. El Profesional de la Informacion, Vol. 23, Iss. 4, pp. 349–351.
• Barnes, Cameron (2015). The use of altmetrics as a tool for measuring research impact. Australian Academic &

Research Libraries, Vol. 46, Iss. 2, pp. 121–134.
• Barros, Moreno (2015). Altmetrics: Alternative metrics of scientific impact based on social media. Perspectivas em

Ciencia da Informacao, Vol. 20. Iss. 2, pp. 19–37.
• Bornmann, Lutz; Haunschild, Robin (2016). How to normalize Twitter counts? A first attempt based on journals in the

Twitter Index. Scientometrics, Vol. 107, Iss. 3, pp. 1405–1422.
• Bornmann, Lutz; Haunschild, Robin (2016). Normalization of Mendeley reader impact on the reader- and paper-side: A

comparison of the mean discipline normalized reader score (MDNRS) with the mean normalized reader score (MNRS)
and bare reader counts. Journal of Informetrics, Vol. 10, Iss. 3, pp. 776–788.

• Bornmann, Lutz; Haunschild, Robin (2016). t factor: A metric for measuring impact on Twitter. Malaysian Journal of
Library & Information Science, Vol. 21, Iss. 2, pp. 13–20.

• Carpenter, Todd A; Lagace, Nettie; Bahnmaier, Sara (2016). Developing standards for emerging forms of assessment:
the NISO Altmetrics Initiative. The Serials Librarian, Vol. 70, Iss. 1–4, pp. 85–88.

• Erdt, Mojisola et al. (2016). Altmetrics: an analysis of the state-of-the-art in measuring research impact on social media.
Scientometrics, Vol. 109, Iss. 2, pp. 1117–1166.

• Eysenbach, Gunther (2011). Can tweets predict citations? Metrics of social impact based on twitter and correlation with
traditional metrics of scientific impact. Journal of Medical Internet Research, Vol. 13, Iss. 4.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3278109/ (odczyt: 15.03.2023).

• Fenner, Martin; Linn, Jeniffer (2015). ALM – nowatorskie metryki wskaźników wpływu w publikacjach naukowych.
Biblioteka, nr 19, s. 235–246.

• Galligan, Finbar; Dyas-Correia, Sharon (2013). Altmetrics: rethinking the way we measure. Serials Review, Vol, 39, Iss.
1, pp. 56–61.

• Gumpenberger, Christian; Glänzel, Wolfgang; Gorraiz, Juan (2016). The ecstasy and the agony of the altmetric score.
Scientometrics, Vol. 108, Iss. 2, pp. 977–982.

• Hoffmann, Christian Pieter; Lutz, Christoph; Meckel, Miriam (2016). A relational altmetric? Network centrality on
ResearchGate as an indicator of scientific impact. Journal of Association for Information Science & Technology, Vol. 67,
Iss. 4, pp. 765–775.



Literature

• Holmberg, Kim; Thelwall, Mike (2014). Disciplinary differences in Twitter scholarly communication. Scientometrics, Vol.
101, Iss. 2, pp. 1027–1042.

• Iwańska-Cieślik, Bernardeta (2017). Informacja o nowych publikacjach polskich bibliologów i informatologów w przestrzeni
sieciowej (część 2). Toruńskie Studia Bibliologiczne, nr 2 (17), s. 179–200.

• Jankowska, Elżbieta (2014). Wskaźniki oceny czasopism SJR i SNIP – alternatywa IF. Podkarpackie Studia Biblioteczne,
nr 2, s. 48–57.

• Jaskowska, Małgorzata (2016). Wpływ wskaźników altmetrycznych na doskonalenie systemu oceny wartości prac
naukowych w humanistyce. W: Sosińska-Kalata, Barbara; Przastek-Samokowa, Maria; Wiorogórska, Zuza (red.). Nauka o
informacji w okresie zmian: informatologia i humanistyka cyfrowa. Warszawa: SBP, s. 179–193.

• Kisilowska-Szurmińska, Małgorzata; Świgoń, Marzena; Głowacka, Ewa (2022). The use of Academia.edu, ResearchGate,
Google Scholar, Scopus, and Publons among the Polish researchers of social communication and media sciences,
Przegląd Biblioteczny, nr 2, s. 137–169.

• Kowalska, Małgorzata (2017). Altmetria jako przedmiot zainteresowania bibliologii i informatologii. Przegląd Biblioteczny, nr
3, s. 324–341.

• Kowalska, Małgorzata (2017). Wskaźniki altmetryczne – w kierunku nowego modelu oceny dorobku naukowego? Casus
publikacji z zakresu bibliologii i informatologii. W: Sapa Remigiusz (red.). Diagnostyka w zarządzaniu informacją, Kraków:
UJ, s. 263–284

• Kowalska-Chrzanowska, Małgorzata; Krysiński, Przemysław (2020). Role of Social Networking Services for Scientists in
Promoting Scientific Output on Example of Polish Representatives of Social Communication and Media Sciences.Global
Knowledge, Memory and Communication, Vol. 69, Iss. 8/9, pp. 717–736.

• Linn, Jeniffer (2012). The measure of usage, the usage of measures: article level metrics at PLoS. Against the Grain, Vol.
24, Iss. 4, pp. 42–46.

• Maflahi, Nabeil; Thelwall, Mike (2016). When are readership counts as useful as citation counts? Scopus versus Mendeley
for LIS Journals. Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology, Vol. 67, Iss. 1, pp. 191–199.

• Melero, Remedios (2015). Altmetrics – a complement to conventional metrics. Biochemia Medica (Zagreb), Vol. 25, Iss. 2.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4470104/ (odczyt: 15.03.2023).

• O’Neill, Jill (2016). NISO recommended practice: Outputs of the Alternative Assessment Metrics Project. Collaborative
Librarianship, Vol. 8, Iss. 3, pp. 118–123.

• Ortega, José Luis (2015). Disciplinary differences in the use of academic social networking sites. Online Information
Review, Vol. 39, Iss. 4, pp. 520–536.



Literature

• Osiński, Zbigniew (2012). Bibliometria metodą analizy i oceny dorobku naukowego historyków najnowszych dziejów
Polski. W: Dymmel, Anna; Rejakowa, Bożena (red.). Kultura, historia, książka: zbiór studiów, Lublin: UMCS, s. 605–
616.

• Outputs of the NISO Alternative Assessment Metrics Project. A Recommended Practice of the National Information
Standards Organization (2016). http://www.niso.org/apps/group_public/download.php/17091/NISO RP-25-2016 Outputs
of the NISO Alternative Assessment Project.pdf (odczyt: 15.03.2023).

• Priem, Jason et al. (2010). Altmetrics: A manifesto. http://altmetrics.org/manifesto/ (odczyt: 31.03.2017).
• Puckett Rodgers, Emily; Barbrow, Sarah (2014). Wskaźniki altmetryczne i ich rosnące znaczenie w bibliotekach

naukowych. Biuletyn EBIB, nr 151. https://ebibojs.pl/index.php/ebib/article/view/355/354(odczyt: 15.03.2023).
• Racki, Grzegorz; Drabek, Aneta (2013). Cytowania i wskaźnik Hirscha. Gdzie szukać, jak obliczać? Forum

Akademickie, nr 2, s. 40–43.
• Reed, Kathleen; McFarland, Dana; Croft, Rosie (2016). Laying the groundwork for a new library service: scholar-

practitioner & graduate attitudes toward altmetrics and the curation of online profiles. Evidence Based Library &
Information Practice, Vol. 11, Iss. 2, pp. 87–96.

• Robinson-Garcia, Nicolás et al. (2014) New data, new possibilities: exploring the insides of Altmetric.com. El Profesional
de la Informacion, Vol. 23, Iss. 4, pp. 359–366.

• Roemer, Robin Chin; Borchadt, Rachel (2012). From bibliometrics to altmetrics. College & Research Libraries News,
Vol. 73, Iss. 10, pp. 596–600.

• Rothe, Robin; Schmitz Jasmin (2016). Die mögliche Vielfalt der Impact-Messung: Anbietervergleich von Aggregatoren
von Altmetriken. http://zbmedblog.de/?p=383 (odczyt: 15.03.2023).

• Rychlik, Małgorzata (2013). Epoka cyfrowa i jej nowe wskaźniki altmetryczne. Biuletyn EBIB, nr 144.
https://ebibojs.pl/index.php/ebib/article/view/417/419 (odczyt: 15.03.2023 7).

• Sadowska-Hinc, Marta (2012). Wskaźniki oceny dorobku publikacyjnego – analiza wybranych przykładów. Biuletyn
EBIB, nr 130. https://ebibojs.pl/index.php/ebib/article/view/558/580 (odczyt: 15.03.2023).

• Zahedi, Zohreh; Costas, Rodrigo; Wouters, Paul (2014). How well developed are altmetrics? A cross-disciplinary
analysis of the presence of „alternative metrics” in scientific publications. Scientometrics, Vol. 101, Iss. 2, pp. 1491–
1513.



Thank you for your attention

koma@umk.pl

mailto:koma@umk.pl

